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YEAS (48)
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EXPLANATION OF ABSENCE:
1—Official Business
2—Necessarily Absent
3—Illiness

4—Other

SYMBOLS:
AY—Announced Yea
AN—AnNnounced Nay
PY—Paired Yea
PN—Paired Nay
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marriage penaly tax relief, with reservations, and in the context of broadegdiusksues. Wegaee, however, that this bill is not the
appropriate forum to consider such relief. This bill is stgi@h gpropriations bill. It does not contain revenue measures. Revenue
measures must ginate in the House. If the Senate werpess this amendment, turgithe bill into a revenue bill, the House would
refuse to consider it and the bill would die. To avoid that resultppese the motion to waive.

Those opposinghe motion to table contended:

Eliminating the marrige penaly in the tax code isght for the Americampeagple. The averge marriage penally in America is
$1,445. Under current law, if a truck driver eagh24,00(peryear and a waitress eargi$20,00(Qoeryear were to fall in love and
get married, the Federal Government would increase their taxesre than $1,000 because it would combine their income and tax
almost half of it at a lgher rate and because their standard deduction agpke eeould be lower than their combined standard
deductions as sife tax filers. If, alternativei, they were to live in sin, or syegpart because tlyecould not afford theenalty, the
Federal Government would pleased, and would not raise their taxes. Do our aplissarealf believe that the Federal Government
should begpunishirg people this wg for getting married?

Since we bgan the fght to eliminate the marrig penaly, we have received numerous letters from ordin#izens around the
country on this issue. All of those citizens havemssed their straysupport for our efforts, and mgrof them have written on how
the marrige penalyy has harmed thepersonaly. For exarple, one man in Ohio wrote: “| am gaged to be married andyfiancé
and | have discussed the fact that we wilpdrealized financiayl. We haveposponed the date of our marg&in order to savepand
have a ‘runnig start’ inpart because of this ngstinfair tax structure.” Similay| a lag/ from Alberton, Montana wrote: “ylhusband
and | both work. We are 50 andyaars old. This is a second magegdor both of us. We defad our marrige for a number ofears
because of the tax comgrences, and lived gether. It causedgreat deal of stress and lots ogaish amogst our famiy as this was
not the wg we were raised. We fingltook the tax hit and married to makg family hgppy. This marrigepenalty is awful!” From
Baltimore, MD: “l am a 23rear-old, a marrige penaly victim for 4years now. I'm a union electrician who works hargutfood on
the table to take care ofyrfamily. Why is thegovernmenpunishirg mejust because I'm married?” These letters gpeetl of the
correpondence that has bepouring into our offices, and we are sure that has pearing into the offices of our colleaes as well.
The marrigie penally is inexcusable and must be bgbtito an end.

In total, thispenaly robs 46 million American married cples. However, our liberal Democratic cole@s will ony grudgingly
admit that 21 million coples are harmed. For the other 25 milliongles, Democrats alig there is a “marrge bonus”. Some of our
liberal collegues have said tlgavould syport ourproposal if we wouldustpromise not t@ive ary tax relief to those 25 million
cowples. Democrats have comp with this lit by claiming that the work doneysthomemakers does not contributgtfung to a
cowple’s income. Itis a sexist, anti-fampjland flaty false claim, but it conveniegttesults in a lot less tax relief, and thus a lot more
money for Democrats topend. For 25 million cqules, one gouse, usualithe woman, sig at home. She does not receipayeheck,
but we do not assume like our cotieas that she does not contribute to theledsiincome. If a husband is worlgat a $40,000er
yearjob, and his wife is at home cagjifor their four children and houselkag, they are workimg as a team. We do not share our
colleagues’ sexist assuption that the husband is dgiall the work. In workig to raise their children, she could instgadet apaying
job, they could have the gense of two cars, theouldplace their children in institutional geare, thg could hire housekgers, and
they could assume all sorts of otheperses that tlyecould write off on their taxes. Mhbe if they followed that course she ghit earn
$25,000 and write off $15,000 inmenses, and tlyavould then comepwith a net hgher income of $50,000. Most American families,
though, want to have geuse at home with their children whenyttaeegrowing up. Fully 70percent of all families, two-income or
not, raise their own children. Of thgsarents whaay for child care, more than halfpert that if it were economicalpossible thg
would make the sacrifice aptbvide the care themselves. The value ofglemhas been demonstrated in numerous studies--children
who are cared fontparents at home do better in school, are healthier, and have lower crime rates. On March 3fesiatthiSenate
unanimous} voted tagive equal tax treatment to at-homarents (see vote No. 49). Our cofjeas seem alregidio have fogotten that
vote. Now, thg say that homemakeget a “marrige bonus” because thdo not earn income and thstill get the standard marga
deduction. That “bonus” assumesythieould notgetpaying jobs if they were simgle, and that their work contributes nottpio their
marriage.

Since Republicans have taken over Qgass, thg have foght hard to cutgendirg, cut taxes, and balance the getd Inpart due
to their efforts, and ipart due to other factors such as business restrugtarstable world situation, low emgmprices, a sound
monetay policy, and lower trade barriers, the lgetlis now not ol balanced, it will run hge supluses for the foreseeable future.
Over the next §ears those spluses will total $520 billion. Our amendment to eliminate the ngepanaly would use onl $151
billion of that amount. We do not think that we are agkio much for the married cples of this countr. We uige our collegues
to oppose cloture.



